POTTERY	III
appreciation of a number of distinct processes^ the applica-
tion of a whole constellation of discoveries3. He also
inclines to the theory that pottery-making *might have
originated in the accidental burning of a basket plastered
with clay to make it water-tight* (p. 101).
Nordenskiold (jf.R.A.L> 1929^ p. 287) regards this theory
as esimply preposterous', and says that there would have been
no other result than a rubble of burnt clay. His suggestion
is as follows—in many parts of the world people who have
no pots which can be put on the fire cook by dropping red-hot
stones into gourds or water-tight baskets. In parts of
America where stone is scarce are found large numbers of
clay balls which were apparently used instead of stones for
boiling. He suggests that the beginnings of pottery may
have been in the moulding of these balls.
Dixon (The Building of Cultures^ p. 162) has another theory^
based on
cthe fact that numerous examples have been found5 at very
early sites (in the south-west of the U.S.A.) of pots
moulded in baskets^ by lining the latter with clay and thena
after drying* removing it from the basket. This method of
making unfired pottery has often been suggested as likely
to have been the way in which pottery was invented*.
But what could have been the next step? Why should any
one put such vessels very carefully into the middle of a hot
fire? A pot is a vessel of fired clay, but NordensMold's fired
clay is not a vessel^ and Dixon*s vessel is not fired. The
more the problem is considered the more difficult its solution
appears^ and the more unlikely it becomes that the discovery
was made independently by primitive savages in many
parts of the world.
And this brings us to the second question we asked above;
how far is pottoy-making universal? The answer is that

